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In March 2004, the Joint Legislative Oversight Committee directed the Office of 
Performance Evaluations to review Idaho’s process for developing, reporting, 
and using state agency performance information.  The evaluation was requested 
by legislators who questioned the usefulness of the performance information 
currently reported.  This report offers recommendations for revising the process 
to help improve accountability and performance of state programs. 

Strategic Planning and Performance Measurement 
Requirements Intended to Improve Accountability and 
Performance 

In 1993, the Idaho Legislature enacted requirements for strategic planning and 
performance measurement.  The primary intent of the requirements was to 
improve agency performance and strengthen accountability in state government.  

To meet statutory requirements, agencies develop strategic plans and 
performance measures, and annually submit this information to the Division of 
Financial Management and legislative Budget and Policy Analysis.  The division 
compiles the performance information for all agencies into a publication called 
the Governor’s Performance Report, which is made available to legislators, 
legislative staff, and the public. 

Reported Performance Information Is of Limited Use 

Legislators, legislative staff, and state agency officials indicate their use of 
performance information in the Governor’s Performance Report is limited.  
Legislators said the Governor’s report competes with volumes of other 
information provided to them, and some were unaware the report existed.  They 
also voiced concerns about the quality and types of information agencies 
reported.  Legislators we spoke with, who were familiar with the Governor’s 
report, indicated that agencies often did not report the most useful types of 
information. 

Legislative staff—Budget and Policy Analysis and Office of Performance 
Evaluations—said their use of the performance information is minimal because 

Executive Summary 
Strategic Planning and 
Performance Measurement 
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they have limited confidence in its accuracy, adequacy, and relevance.  One of 
the purposes of the requirements was that performance information would be 
useful in making budget decisions and conducting performance evaluations. 

State agencies provided varying perspectives on the usefulness of the strategic 
planning and performance measurement process.  Some have embraced and used 
the process extensively, while others see limited value in it and only implement 
it to satisfy statutory requirements.  Agency officials said they generally do not 
receive any input or feedback on strategic plans and performance measures from 
the Legislature or the Division of Financial Management. 

Performance Information Process Needs Improvement 

Changes to the current strategic planning and performance measurement process 
are needed to meet statutory requirements and legislative intent.  The limited 
value of the performance information produced is tied to the absence of certain 
components in the current process as discussed below. 

Formalized Legislative Role 

Currently, there is no process in place to formalize the review of agency 
performance information by the Legislature or to provide legislative input about 
its usefulness.  A formalized process in which agencies present performance 
information to germane committees would provide an opportunity for lawmakers 
to review agency performance, provide feedback, and hold agencies accountable. 

Quality Assurance 

The current process lacks provisions to ensure the reported information is 
accurate, adequate, and relevant.  Idaho Code does not require an independent 
entity to review or verify data submitted by agencies.  In addition, most agencies 
we visited told us they do not have procedures in place to check the information 
before it is reported.  Establishing a quality assurance component would address 
legislator concerns about the quality of reported information. 

Performance Reporting Oversight 

The statutory requirements do not clearly assign responsibility to any state entity 
for ensuring the strategic planning and performance measurement process meets 
legislative intent.  Currently, the Division of Financial Management receives 
agency strategic plans, and has only limited responsibilities for approving the 
format and methodology of strategic plans and deciding acceptable forms of 
performance reporting. 
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Without a formal legislative role, quality assurance, or other formal oversight of 
the process, agencies have taken varying approaches to implementing the 
requirements.  Agencies we examined varied considerably in: 

• Quality and usefulness of the measures reported 
• Extent of performance information collected and reported 
• Use of benchmarks with performance measures 
• Use of written explanations for performance results 
• Internal use of the information for management purposes 

Recommendations 

We offer five recommendations to strengthen the oversight of the strategic 
planning and performance measurement process, improve the quality and 
usefulness of the information reported, and better meet legislative intent.  The 
inconsistencies in implementation resulting from the lack of oversight could be 
addressed by formalizing the role of the Legislature in reviewing agency 
performance information, and by assigning responsibility to an independent 
entity for review of reported information. 

1. The Legislature should consider requiring agencies to adhere to the 
following practices when developing the performance information: 

a. Report a limited number of key measures (5 to 10) of agency 
performance, with more measures granted at the discretion of the 
germane committee chairs for large or complex agencies 

b. Identify benchmarks for comparison with actual performance 
results, and provide brief explanations for any variances from 
intended results 

c. Attest to the accuracy of the data, and maintain documentation 
supporting the reported information 

2. The Legislature should consider revising the statutes to establish a formal 
mechanism for germane committees to invite related agencies to present 
long-term goals and key performance measures to the committee.   Such 
presentations could take place at a joint meeting of the Senate and House 
germane committees, and could occur either at the beginning of 
legislative session or in interim committee meetings.  This process 
should: 

a. Be based on a written report of agency annual key performance 
measures that is submitted to the Division of Financial 
Management and legislative Budget and Policy Analysis 

b. Include the opportunity for agencies and legislators to discuss the 
usefulness and adequacy of performance information and decide 
if changes are necessary 
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c. Require agencies to provide basic program information such as 
statutory authority, revenues, expenditures, and caseloads or 
service levels, in addition to information reflecting agency 
progress toward program goals 

d. Ensure the performance information for all agencies is formally 
communicated to legislative Budget and Policy Analysis staff and 
the Joint Finance Appropriations Committee for their use in 
budget decisions 

3. The Legislature should consider authorizing legislative staff to develop, 
with assistance from outside consultants if necessary, training for 
legislators on the use of strategic planning and performance measurement 
information. 

4. The Legislature should consider authorizing the Division of Financial 
Management to coordinate statewide training for agency personnel on the 
development, use, and reporting of strategic planning and performance 
measurement information. 

5. The Legislature may wish to consider investing additional resources to 
enable legislative staff to conduct reviews to assess the accuracy, 
adequacy, and relevance of the reported performance information.  The 
results of such reviews would be communicated to respective germane 
committees and the Joint Finance Appropriations Committee, and would 
also provide feedback to the agencies.   

Fiscal Impact 

Recommendation 1 will require little or no additional resources above current 
levels.  For Recommendation 2, the involvement of the germane committees in 
receiving oral reports from agencies necessitates a small increase in time for 
both lawmakers and agency officials.  In some cases, germane committee 
requests for new performance measures may cause agencies to incur additional 
costs.  The costs will depend on how difficult it is to collect data required for 
each new measure.  Recommendations 3 and 4 will require a small amount of 
funds, depending on the extent of training provided.  Recommendation 5 will 
require additional staff and funds, depending on the level and extent of review 
desired.   

Implementation Timelines 

Any changes to statutes can be made during the 2005 legislative session so that 
agencies are able to make their first reports to committees in the 2006 session.   
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Responses to Our Report 

We requested and received responses to the evaluation from Budget and Policy 
Analysis, the Office of the Governor, and the seven state agencies that were 
interviewed.   
 

• Budget and Policy Analysis fully endorsed the report’s findings and 
recommendations, and indicated that taking the recommended steps will 
help meet the intent behind the strategic planning and performance 
measurement legislation.   

 
• The Office of the Governor expressed support for efforts to improve 

strategic planning and performance measurement, but indicated that 
resource constraints are a concern. We concur with the office’s 
suggestions to address or modify two particular sections of law; these 
suggestions are consistent with the message of our report. 

 
• The seven agencies provided varying perspectives on the evaluation and 

supported all or parts of the recommendations.  Some agencies expressed 
concerns about additional resources that may be needed to implement the 
recommendations. 
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The requirements for agency strategic planning and performance measurement 
are provided in Idaho Code.  State agencies must develop strategic plans and 
submit performance measures each year to the Division of Financial 
Management, and to legislative Budget and Policy Analysis.  The division 
publishes the performance measures annually in a report that is made available 
to legislators, legislative staff, and the public.  Some legislators questioned the 
usefulness of the performance information currently being reported and 
expressed an interest in making improvements that will generate better 
information for decision-making purposes.   

Idaho’s Strategic Planning and Performance Measurement 
Requirements 

In 1993, the Idaho Legislature enacted requirements for strategic planning and 
performance measurement.1  Law requires state agencies to develop 
comprehensive strategic plans that include performance standards and measures, 
and to prepare annual performance reports that allow stakeholders to adequately 
assess agency performance.2   

The primary intent of the legislation was to promote accountability in state 
government and improve agency performance through the development of 
performance information.  Exhibit 1.1 provides the specific purposes of the 
legislation, and additional anticipated benefits discussed in committee hearings. 

A list of terms mentioned in the statutes and discussed in this report are defined 
in Appendix A, along with examples of agency performance measures. 

Chapter 1 
Introduction 

______________________________ 
 
1  IDAHO CODE §§ 67-1901−1903.  The statutes were amended in 1994. 
2 IDAHO CODE § 67-1902 exempts elective offices from the requirements placed on agencies. 
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Current Process for Strategic Planning and Performance 
Measurement 

Since passage of the legislation, state agencies and the Division of Financial 
Management have taken steps to implement the requirements.  Exhibit 1.2 
illustrates how the current strategic planning and performance measurement 
process is carried out.  The statutes provide details for developing and using the 
strategic plans and performance measures. 

Strategic Plans 

Agencies are required to develop a strategic plan that addresses major programs.  
The plan should include: 

• An overall mission and vision statement 

• Program goals 

• Explanations of how the goals will be accomplished, and of the 
standards and measures that will be used to assess results 

• Explanations of how the performance standards and measures are linked 
to the goals  

• Key external factors that impact the achievement of goals 

Exhibit 1.1: Purposes of Strategic Planning and  
Performance Measurement 

Purposes Provided in Statutes 
 

• Improve management practices and the confidence of citizens in state  
government  

• Improve program effectiveness and accountability  

• Help program managers improve service delivery  

• Improve oversight review and decision-making  
 
Other Anticipated Benefits of the Legislationa 
 

• Increased legislative oversight 

• Better information for budgeting decisions 

• Improved reporting format that citizens can easily understand 

• Prioritized agency programs and projects 

• Better information for performance evaluations 
 
 
a Discussed in germane committee hearings. 
 
Source:  Idaho Code § 67-1901 and committee hearing meeting minutes for House 
Bill 328 (1993) and Senate Bill 1509 (1994).   



Strategic Planning and Performance Measurement 

3 

As outlined in statutes, agencies should consult with appropriate legislators and 
other key stakeholders when developing their strategic plans.  These plans are 
required to be used by agencies in making management decisions, and to cover 
no less than a four-year period.  Each year, agencies must update and submit 
copies of their strategic plan to the Division of Financial Management. 

Exhibit 1.2: Current Strategic Planning and  
Performance Measurement Process 

Agency receives authority through  
legislative policy and budget decisions 

Agency develops strategic plan 

Agency develops  
performance measures 

Agency fulfills statutory  
responsibility, manages programs,  

and provides services 

Agency collects and submits 
performance information to the  

Division of Financial Management and 
legislative Budget and Policy Analysis 

Division of Financial Management 
publishes performance measures  
of all agencies in one report called 

Governor’s Performance Report, and 
makes it available to legislators, 
legislative staff, and the publica 

a The Office of the Governor provides a copy of the report to the Office of 
Performance Evaluations. 

 
Source:  Office of Performance Evaluations. 
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______________________________ 
 
3 According to the Division of Financial Management, distribution of the Governor’s 

Performance Report to the Legislature has varied in recent years.  In 2004, all legislators 
received the report on compact disc.  Prior to 2004, the report was sent to certain germane 
committees, the Speaker of the House and Senate President Pro Tem, and to any legislator 
who requested it.  The report is made available to the public through copies provided to the 
State Library and through the Division of Financial Management’s website. 

4 IDAHO CODE § 67-3507. 

Performance Measures 

Agencies are required to develop performance measures for each program, 
function, or activity, based on goals and objectives in their strategic plans.  
These measures are to include ideal levels of performance, or benchmarks, to 
allow comparison with actual performance.  The performance measures must 
record results from the previous four years, and provide the projected results for 
the upcoming four years.  In addition, agencies must maintain a description of 
the steps taken to validate the information they record, and are to review their 
success in attaining benchmarks and goals.   

The Division of Financial Management publishes these performance measures 
each year in the Governor’s Performance Report.  The report is made available 
to legislators, legislative staff, and the public.3  The performance measures are 
also required by statute to be a part of the Governor’s executive budget.4 

Legislative Interest and Study Mandate 

In March 2004, the Joint Legislative Oversight Committee directed the Office of 
Performance Evaluations to review the annual strategic planning and 
performance measurement process.  The Committee assigned this project 
because some lawmakers questioned the usefulness of the performance 
information resulting from the process, and expressed interest in having a 
process that would provide better information for decision-making. 

The scope of this study was developed after receiving input from individual 
legislators, and from staff of legislative Budget and Policy Analysis, the Division 
of Financial Management, and the Office of the State Controller.  This report 
addresses the following questions: 

• How have agencies implemented the state’s strategic planning and 
performance measurement requirements?  To what extent are the current 
process and the reported performance information useful to the 
Legislature and agency management for understanding and reviewing 
agency performance, and for promoting agency accountability?   

• How could performance information be improved?  What specific types 
of performance information would be valuable to policymakers and 
agency management, and would increase agency accountability?   
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• How could the process of planning and measuring performance be better 
coordinated with the budgeting and appropriation process to increase the 
value of the information and enhance agency accountability?   

• In what ways could the Legislature and others be involved in providing 
input into agency performance measures, and in reviewing agency 
progress and reported results?   

Methodology 

This evaluation was designed to obtain an overall understanding of the state’s 
current strategic planning and performance measurement process and 
recommend ways to improve usefulness to stakeholders.  We reviewed the 
applicable statutes, examined a selection of strategic plans and performance 
information developed by agencies, and interviewed officials from the Division 
of Financial Management.   

To understand the goals the Legislature hoped to achieve through the strategic 
planning and performance measurement requirements, we spoke with a sponsor 
of the legislation and reviewed the minutes of committee hearings from the 
period when the legislation was introduced.  In addition, we took the following 
steps: 

• Developed and administered a survey that was sent to all legislators 
requesting input on the value and usefulness of the current process 
(response rate:  46 of 105, or 43.8 percent). 

• Spoke with 17 legislators who provided further insight to the current use 
of performance measures and thoughts about potential improvements.  
These legislators included co-chairs of the Joint Finance Appropriations 
Committee and Joint Legislative Oversight Committees, and chairs of 
selected germane committees, as well as legislative leadership from both 
parties, and other legislators who brought knowledge and experience in 
the area of strategic planning and performance measurement. 

• Consulted with Budget and Policy Analysis staff for their opinions about 
the usefulness of the current process in assisting the Joint Finance 
Appropriations Committee and other legislators.  

During the course of this study, we reviewed strategic plans and performance 
measures of 20 state agencies of varying government function.  Out of the 20, 
we selected 7 agencies for in-depth interviews to learn how the requirements 
were implemented and whether agencies found the process useful.  The seven 
agencies were selected based on agency type, budget size and number of full-
time positions, an initial assessment of how well strategic plans corresponded 
with the reported performance measures, and whether the agency produced other 
publications with performance related information.  Exhibit 1.3 lists the agencies 
reviewed.  
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______________________________ 
 
5 The US Government Accountability Office was formerly known as the US General 

Accounting Office.  The name was changed in July 2004. 

In our effort to identify solutions that would improve Idaho’s current strategic 
planning and performance measurement process, we conducted a literature 
review and researched best practices.  This included reviewing work by the US 
Government Accountability Office (GAO), the Governmental Accounting 
Standards Board (GASB), the National Conference of State Legislatures 
(NCSL), and the Urban Institute.5   

Report Organization 

The remainder of this report is organized as follows: 

• Chapter 2 provides our review of the implementation of Idaho’s 
strategic planning and performance measurement requirements. 

• Chapter 3 examines practices that strengthen the strategic planning and 
performance measurement process, and provides specific 
recommendations for improving its usefulness and effectiveness. 

Exhibit 1.3: Agency Strategic Plans and Performance 
Measures Reviewed 

 

 
 
Note:  Agencies in bold were interviewed by the Office of Performance Evaluations. 
 
Source:  Office of Performance Evaluations. 

Administration, Department of  Lottery, Idaho 

Aging, Commission on  Outfitters and Guides Licensing Board 

Agriculture, Department of  Parks and Recreation, Department of  

Board of Education, State  Police, Idaho State  

Certified Shorthand Reporters Board   Public Television, Idaho  

Education, Department of  Tax Commission, State  

Fish and Game, Department of  Transportation Department, Idaho  

Health and Welfare, Department of  Veterans Services, Division of  
Historical Society, State  Vocational Rehabilitation 

Human Rights Commission Water Resources, Department of  
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• Appendix A provides definitions of frequently used terms and offers 
examples of useful performance information.   

• Appendix B lists resources that offer practical information about 
strategic planning and performance measurement in government. 

• Agency Responses 

Budget and Policy Analysis 
Office of the Governor 
Seven state agencies  
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Chapter 2 
Strategic Planning and 
Performance Measurement Efforts 

Current strategic planning and performance measurement efforts generate 
information that has limited value.  Many legislators do not use the information, 
and state agencies have mixed opinions about its usefulness.  The limited 
usefulness can be attributed to three key factors.  First, there is no formal 
process for the Legislature to review agency performance information or to 
provide feedback.  Second, there are no provisions to ensure that data is 
reviewed for quality, thus reducing confidence in the information reported.  
Finally, statutes do not assign anyone the responsibility to ensure that 
requirements are implemented as the Legislature intended. 

Current Efforts Are Not Producing Intended Results  

The intent of the Legislature in passing strategic planning and performance 
measurement legislation was to establish a process for generating performance 
information that would be valuable to lawmakers and state agencies.  However, 
many stakeholders do not find the information useful.   

Legislature 

Feedback from legislators indicates that regular use of the performance 
information developed by agencies and published in the Governor’s 
Performance Report is limited.  Legislators we interviewed generally said they 
do not use the information, and 80 percent of the legislators responding to our 
survey reported they do not frequently use the information.  Moreover, some 
legislators indicated they were not aware the performance measurement process 
was in place, and that this information was available for their use.   

Legislators provided several reasons for their limited use of the report: 

• The report competes with volumes of other information provided to 
them.  There are no processes in place to facilitate the use of 
performance information by the Legislature, or to distinguish it as an 
important tool for making legislative decisions.   

• Information reported through the Governor’s Performance Report does 
not consistently meet their needs.  Legislators we spoke with, who were 
familiar with the report, indicated that agencies often did not report the 
most useful types of information.  More than half of the legislators 
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responding to our survey question about the report’s usefulness said the 
report only met information needs “sometimes” or “rarely,” and some 
indicated the report “never” met their needs. 

• The lack of a process to assure data quality is a concern.  Some 
legislators were less than confident in the usefulness of information that 
had not been validated by an independent source.    

Legislative Staff 

As noted earlier, one purpose of the legislation was that performance 
information would assist budgeting and performance evaluation efforts.  
However, Budget and Policy Analysis and the Office of Performance 
Evaluations have limited confidence in the accuracy, adequacy, and relevance of 
the information reported as part of the strategic planning and performance 
measurement process.   

Budget and Policy Analysis staff said that they have only minimally used 
performance information to assist the budgeting efforts of the Joint Finance 
Appropriations Committee.  Likewise, the Office of Performance Evaluations 
has not found the information useful in conducting performance evaluations of 
state agencies. 

State Agencies 

State agencies provided varying perspectives on the usefulness of the strategic 
planning and performance measurement requirements.  Our interviews with 
officials from seven agencies revealed that some have embraced and used the 
process extensively, while others see limited value and only implement it to 
satisfy statutory requirements.   

The agencies that actively use the process described its positive aspects, 
including the ability to assess programs and develop efficient processes.  The 
agencies that did not use the information indicated it was not helpful in 
managing the agency.   

Regardless of varying perspectives among agencies, the following weaknesses 
were consistently identified in the current process of developing and reporting 
performance information. 

• Officials of the agencies we interviewed said they generally do not 
receive any input or feedback on strategic plans and performance 
measures from the Legislature or the Division of Financial Management.  
Some indicated that feedback would be helpful for understanding how 
well they are implementing the requirements and communicating 
information about their agency.   
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• Agencies we interviewed often indicated the format in which they are 
required to report performance measures is inflexible and limiting.  Staff 
often expressed frustration that the required format does not allow them 
to provide sufficient explanations along with the information reported.  
Further, the Division of Financial Management reports agencies find it 
difficult to project performance levels for four years in the future as 
currently required. 

• Agencies we interviewed indicated they generally do not take steps to 
conduct internal reviews of the accuracy of the reported performance 
information, nor do they keep supporting documentation.   

Current Process Is Missing Key Components  

Exhibit 2.1 illustrates how the process of strategic planning and performance 
measurement could be used by both the Legislature and state agencies as a tool 
for managing and overseeing state agency functions, thus promoting legislative 
intent.  The exhibit integrates certain components that pertinent research cites as 
key to such a process, but is structured to incorporate Idaho government entities 
and statutes.1 

The process begins with agencies receiving authority through legislative action.  
Incorporating direction from the Office of the Governor, agencies develop a 
strategic plan that details the steps necessary to carry out the legislative 
mandates, and includes measures to assess the agency performance in meeting 
the objectives.  Next, agencies undertake the implementation efforts and 
generate performance data to measure progress and achievements.  Finally, 
agencies and independent legislative staff (if desired) take steps to ensure the 
accuracy, adequacy, and relevance of the performance information. 

The performance information is subsequently provided to the Division of 
Financial Management and Budget and Policy Analysis, and presented to the 
Legislature.  Lawmakers can review agency performance and provide feedback 
on the relevance and usefulness of the information.  The feedback will help 
improve the quality of the information, which then can be used by lawmakers for 
making budget and policy decisions.   

The following sections illustrate the process of developing and reporting 
performance information in Idaho is incomplete.   

______________________________ 
 
1  The Urban Institute, Making Results-Based Government Work (2001), and Governmental 

Accounting Standards Board, Reporting Performance Information: Suggested Criteria for 
Effective Communication (2003). 
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Formalized Legislative Role  

Currently, legislators have access to performance data (1) through the 
Governor’s Performance Report, (2) by requesting it from Budget and Policy 
Analysis, or (3) by obtaining it from agencies.  However, there is no process in 
place to formalize the review of agency performance information by the 
Legislature, or to provide legislative input about its usefulness. 

Exhibit 2.1: Comprehensive Strategic Planning and Performance  
Measurement Process 

1 
Agency receives 
authority through 

legislative policy and 
budget decisions 

2 
Agency develops strategic 

plan based on direction from  
Governor’s Officea 

3 
Agency develops 

performance  
measures 

4 
Agency fulfills statutory 

responsibility and  
manages programs 

7 
Agency presents 

performance information 
to legislative committees 

5 
Agency collects and submits  

performance information to the 
Division of Financial Management 
and Budget and Policy Analysis 

Legislative committees 
provide feedback  

to agency 

a Idaho Code § 67-1902 requires agencies to consult with appropriate members of the Legislature and other 
stakeholders when developing strategic plans. 

 
Source:  Office of Performance Evaluations. 

6 
(Optional) Legislative staff 

take steps to ensure  
information accuracy,  

adequacy, and relevance 
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Legislative Review 

In the absence of a formal process to communicate performance information to 
the Legislature, use of the information by lawmakers for making budget and 
policy decisions and holding agencies accountable is limited.  Receiving useful 
performance information is important because: 

The concept of accountability for public resources is key in our nation’s 
governing process.  Legislators, other government officials and the public 
want to know whether (1) government resources are managed properly 
and used in compliance with laws and regulations, (2) government 
programs are achieving their objectives and desired outcomes, and (3) 
government services are being provided efficiently, economically, and 
effectively.2  

Legislative Input 

There is no formal procedure or expectation for state agencies in Idaho to discuss 
with legislative committees the types of program information that are needed.  
Agencies are responsible for determining what is reported, but this process does 
not formally include input from legislators on the types of information they 
would find helpful.  Legislators expressed concerns that the information they 
typically receive from agencies tends to paint a “glossy” picture of the agency 
and seldom provides useful information about agency performance.  According 
to legislators, useful elements of performance reporting would include: 

• Revenue and expenditure details  
• Program service levels, caseload counts, and client characteristics  
• Program staffing information  
• Progress in achieving program goals   

According to a US General Accounting Office (GAO) report, “agency 
consultation with both authorizing and appropriations committees as 
performance measures are selected is likely to make the agencies’ performance 
plans more useful to those committees.”3  GAO suggests that policymakers and 
other stakeholders be involved in the process and provide feedback to agencies 
on the types of planning and performance information that would be useful to 
them.4  The Urban Institute also recommends that legislators have a part in 
establishing the measures for which agencies report data.5 

______________________________ 
 
2 US General Accounting Office, Government Auditing Standards (2003), 9. 
3  US General Accounting Office, Managing for Results: Views on Ensuring the Usefulness of 

Agency Performance Information to Congress (2000), 19. 
4 US General Accounting Office, Performance Budgeting, OMB’s Performance Rating Tool 

Presents Opportunities and Challenges for Evaluating Program Performance (2004), 11–12. 
5 The Urban Institute, Making Results-Based Government Work (2001), 68. 
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Quality Assurance Process  

The current strategic planning and performance measurement process lacks 
provisions to ensure the reported information is accurate, adequate, and relevant.  
Idaho Code does not require an independent entity to review or verify data 
submitted by agencies.  

In our visit to seven agencies, six told us they have few or no internal procedures 
in place to check the data before it is reported, and some do not keep supporting 
documents.  Further, the Division of Financial Management provides a 
disclaimer in the Governor’s Performance Report stating the accuracy of the 
information reported is not assessed.   

An article in the Journal of Government Financial Management states that “as 
performance measurement has become a key element of managing for results, 
the reliability of the data and the credibility have become increasingly 
important.”6  According to the authors, performance measures should be subject 
to analysis similar to that used for financial reports.  They suggest that 
government accounting standards may eventually require government auditors to 
review performance measures. 

The Urban Institute notes that overall usefulness of performance information 
improves when it is reviewed by legislative analysts.7  Such reviews can consist 
of an assessment of data accuracy and analysis of the information reported.  The 
institute also acknowledges that state audit agencies are well-suited for auditing 
performance information, but notes resources can be a limitation.   

Performance Reporting Oversight  

Exacerbating the lack of provisions for communication between agencies and the 
Legislature, the statutes do not clearly assign responsibility to any state entity for 
overseeing the strategic planning and performance measurement process.  As a 
result, no entity has the explicit authority to coordinate and provide input to 
agencies so the strategic planning and performance measurement process can be 
carried out to meet legislative intent. 

The Division of Financial Management and the Joint Legislative Oversight 
Committee are the only entities assigned responsibilities in statute for oversight 
of performance reporting.  Their assigned tasks, however, are very limited.  For 
instance: 

• The Division of Financial Management is authorized to receive agency 
strategic plans, approve the format and methodology of strategic plans, 

______________________________ 
 
6  “Evolving Roles for Auditors in Government Performance Measurement,” Journal of 

Government Financial Management 51, no. 4 (2002), 27. 
7 The Urban Institute, Making Results-Based Government Work (2001), 13. 
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and make decisions on acceptable forms of performance measurement 
reporting when agencies cannot meet the specific requirements of the 
statutes.8  

• The Joint Legislative Oversight Committee is charged with receiving 
information on the performance standards used by agencies, but is not 
specifically directed to do anything with the information.9  

Missing Components Contribute to Inconsistent 
Implementation  

Without a process to involve the Legislature and an assigned oversight entity, 
there are no formal mechanisms to ensure that agencies are appropriately and 
consistently fulfilling the statutory requirements.  Our review showed that 
agencies are interpreting and implementing the requirements differently.   

Agency Goals and Performance Measures Are Not Often Linked 

Idaho Code requires that agency performance measures be consistent with goals 
in the strategic plans.  According to the Governmental Accounting Standards 
Board (GASB), performance information should ideally “capture the 
fundamental results the agency wants to achieve.”10  The Urban Institute reports 
that translating program goals into measurable indicators is a key component of 
a performance measurement process.11  

We reviewed strategic plans and performance measures for 20 agencies and 
found that 15 did not have performance measures that were clearly comparable 
to the goals in their strategic plan.  When goals and measures are not linked, 
performance information cannot be appropriately used for assessing whether 
agency programs have met their goals. 

Number of Performance Measures Varies 

The extent of performance information reported ranged widely among agencies.  
One agency we visited reported 125 performance measures covering 26 pages of 
the Governor’s Performance Report, while another agency used only 9 measures 

______________________________ 
 
8  The Division of Financial Management compiles and publishes the performance measures.  

This information is required by IDAHO CODE § 67-3507 to be included as part of the executive 
budget document. 

9  A performance standard, as defined by  IDAHO CODE § 67-1903, is “a target level of 
performance…”  This differs from a performance measure, which is defined as “a particular 
value or characteristic used to measure output or outcome.”   A performance standard is 
referred to as a benchmark in this report. 

10 Governmental Accounting Standards Board, Reporting Performance Information: Suggested 
Criteria for Effective Communication (2003), 18. 

11 The Urban Institute, Making Results-Based Government Work (2001), 90. 
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covering 2 pages.  The National Conference of State Legislatures (NCSL) and 
GASB both recommend limiting the number of reported performance measures 
to a manageable number of key indictors, with the understanding that agencies 
are able to provide more detailed information upon request.12 

According to GASB, agencies which have successfully implemented strategic 
planning and performance measurement processes have found that “more than 
three and fewer than ten” seems to be a good general rule.13  Other national 
organizations support limiting the number of agency performance measures, but 
do not suggest an actual number.  

By only reviewing a limited number of key performance measures, legislators 
are able to prioritize and focus on information that best addresses the major goals 
of the agency.  Limiting the number of performance measures also allows 
agencies to prioritize their data collection efforts, potentially reducing expended 
resources. 

Depending on the size or complexity of the agency, key measures presented to 
legislators would likely be more general measures of overall agency 
performance, or reflect the performance of the agency’s most important 
programs.  Determining which measures to present to legislators may be difficult 
for agencies that have historically reported many measures.  Agencies that have 
many measures may be reporting results that are more appropriate for internal 
management decisions rather than for policymaking and accountability purposes. 

Benchmarks Are Not Routinely Used 

Idaho Code requires performance information to contain benchmarks, or 
performance expectations, to compare to actual results.14  In spite of this 
requirement, five of the seven agencies we visited did not routinely provide 
performance benchmarks for the current or previous year’s reported measures.  
NCSL recommends that agencies provide benchmark information for each 
performance measure.15  GASB indicates benchmarks are needed “to provide a 
clear frame of reference for assessing the performance of the organization, its 
programs, and services.”16 

______________________________ 
 
12  National Conference of State Legislatures, Legislating for Results (2003), 2–4.  Governmental 

Accounting Standards Board, Reporting Performance Information: Suggested Criteria for 
Effective Communication (2003), 18. 

13 Governmental Accounting Standards Board, Reporting Performance Information: Suggested 
Criteria for Effective Communication (2003), 18. 

14 IDAHO CODE § 67-1902(1)(c).  The statute refers to benchmarks as performance standards. 
15 National Conference of State Legislatures, Legislating for Results (2003), 2–4. 
16 Government Accounting Standards Board, Reporting Performance Information:  Suggested 

Criteria for Effective Communication (2003), 38. 
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Although benchmark information is not typically provided for current or 
previous years, agencies generally meet the statutory requirement by providing 
projected results for each performance measure for four years forward.  
However, as stated previously, the Division of Financial Management expressed 
concern that it is difficult for agencies to accurately project that far ahead, which 
causes unreliable data and expectations about projected performance.    

Performance Results Are Not Often Explained 

Agencies do not often provide explanations on the circumstances affecting their 
performance measures. Although the reporting format provides space, it is not 
consistently used.  The lack of such information prevents users from 
understanding what may have impacted the level of performance. 

The Urban Institute recommends that agencies provide explanations when 
performance results have considerable variance from the established 
benchmark.17  GASB and NCSL also suggest that explanations are needed to 
provide a context for the results.18  The Urban Institute notes that “explanatory 
information gives users of performance information a more complete perspective 
on what has happened and why, a perspective that performance data by 
themselves may not provide.”19 

Agency Use of Performance Information Varies 

Idaho Code requires that agencies use the performance information to improve 
their management practices.20  Specifically, agencies are required to effectively 
use strategic planning and key performance measures. 

Officials of all seven agencies we spoke with reported having long-term plans to 
guide the agency, although not all used the strategic plan submitted to the 
Division of Financial Management for this purpose.  At least two of the seven 
agencies prepared the strategic plan and developed performance measures only 
to meet statutory requirements and did not use the information internally.  Other 
agencies used the information to some extent for ongoing management and 
assessment of operations.  Agencies that use performance information indicate 
they do so because they find value in it as a management tool.   

The Urban Institute examined processes used in other states and found that one 
of the limitations encountered by states was the “scarce use of performance 
information by agency managers, who often appear to be merely responding to 
requirements from above without considering the information as being 

______________________________ 
 
17 The Urban Institute, Making Results-Based Government Work (2001), 74. 
18 Governmental Accounting Standards Board, Reporting Performance Information: Suggested 

Criteria for Effective Communication (2003), 38, and National Conference of State 
Legislatures, Legislating for Results (2003), 1-1, 7-1. 

19 The Urban Institute, Making Results-Based Government Work (2001), 74. 
20 IDAHO CODE §§ 67-1901, 67-1902. 
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interesting and useful for the agencies themselves.”21  The institute reports that 
agency use of the information for decision-making is a key part of a successful 
performance measurement process.  It suggests one of the most effective 
incentives to encourage agencies to recognize the importance of performance 
information is to request that agencies present the information to legislative 
committees.22 

 

______________________________ 
 
21  The Urban Institute, Making Results-Based State Government Work (2001), 89. 
22  Ibid., 18, 45. 
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Chapter 3 
Making Performance Information 
More Useful 

Strategic planning and performance measurement can be used to promote 
government accountability and help improve state programs.  Both of these 
purposes would be better accomplished by formalizing the role of legislative 
committees in the development and review of performance information, and 
improving its quality, possibly through legislative staff review.  In addition, state 
agencies could take steps to improve the usefulness of the information.  Both 
lawmakers and agency staff would benefit from training on the development and 
use of performance information. 

Performance Information Is Needed to Improve Programs 
and Accountability 

The public benefits when government uses a systematic approach to planning 
and reviewing its programs and services.  Planning allows government agencies 
to consider their mandates and how to best meet their goals.  Systematic review 
of accomplishments by legislators determines if programs are having the 
intended impact and are being managed in a cost-efficient manner, resulting in 
improved accountability. 

According to the Governmental Accounting Standards Board (GASB): 
Accountability requires governments to answer to the citizenry―to 
justify the raising of public resources and the purposes for which they are 
used.  Governmental accountability is based on the belief that the 
citizenry has a ‘right to know,’ a right to receive openly declared facts 
that may lead to public debate by the citizens and their elected 
representatives.1 

To promote accountability and allow for systematic review, government 
agencies must collect and report performance information for their programs.  
Federal and state government entities and national organizations have addressed 
the use of performance information to promote improved government and 
accountability (see Appendix B). 

______________________________ 
 
1  Governmental Accounting Standards Board, Reporting Performance Information:  Suggested 

Criteria for Effective Communication (2003), 25. 
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The statutory requirements for Idaho’s strategic planning and performance 
measurement process were intended to develop useful information for making 
legislative policy and budget decisions, and for effectively managing agency 
programs.  As discussed in Chapter 2, the current process is not functioning as 
intended.  This chapter discusses ways to improve the usefulness of the strategic 
planning and performance measurement process, which in turn would strengthen 
government accountability and could be used to improve agency performance. 

Legislature’s Role Could Be Strengthened  

The Legislature can help improve the quality of performance information by 
having formalized involvement in the development and subsequent review of the 
information.  Germane committee chairs and other legislators told us they would 
be interested in hearing presentations by agencies that focused on agency goals 
and performance measures, and working with agencies to identify the key 
performance information that should be reported. 

Although the legislative schedule is very busy, legislators suggested that 
committees might have time to hear agency presentations in the first few weeks 
of legislative session, or during interim committee meetings.  Budget and Policy 
Analysis staff also indicated that joint House of Representatives and Senate 
germane committee presentations in the early part of the session would be 
valuable and feasible, and would help different committees come to a consensus 
on the types of performance information that are important.  Agencies could be 
invited to present performance information annually or biennially, at the 
discretion of the committee chairs.   

Legislators suggested that having agencies present information to germane 
committees would also help them better understand the agency and its programs, 
and would provide an opportunity for general dialogue with agency officials.  In 
addition to information about program outcomes, legislators could receive basic 
information regarding agency statutory authority, revenue and expenditure 
breakdowns, program service levels, caseload counts and client characteristics,  
and program staffing information.   

According to Budget and Policy Analysis staff, agency performance information 
could also be reported in the Idaho Legislative Budget Book, which would make 
it readily accessible to members of the Joint Finance Appropriations Committee 
when making budget-related decisions.  This would assist the committee 
members as they make funding decisions, and allow them to ask about 
performance measures during agency budget presentations.  
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Legislative Staff Could Have Role in Ensuring Quality  

Using performance information to make decisions and promote government 
accountability is based on the assumption that policymakers will have access to 
high quality data.  As previously mentioned, legislators expressed a hesitancy to 
use performance information for policy or budget decisions because of concerns 
about the accuracy, adequacy, and relevance of the reported agency data.   

Current staffing and resource levels limit the ability of legislative Budget and 
Policy Analysis, Financial Audits, and Performance Evaluations staff to 
routinely review agency strategic plans and performance measures.  Budget and 
Policy Analysis or the Office of Performance Evaluations could improve the 
confidence in the performance information by reviewing a limited number of 
agencies each year.  In-depth review to determine accuracy, adequacy, and 
relevance of the data would require additional resources.  Such reviews would be 
separate and have a purpose distinct from the current activities and 
responsibilities of both of these offices.   

Agencies Could Take Steps to Improve Information 

The Urban Institute suggests that agencies themselves should be primarily 
responsible for ensuring data quality.2  They should: 

• Be required to annually attest to the accuracy of their data  

• Maintain documentation to support each performance measure3 

• Maintain an explanation of how they obtained the data (so it can be 
gathered consistently from year to year) 

Agencies can also improve the quality of information they report by taking the 
following steps: 

• Work internally and with legislative committees to develop measures 
which are linked to the goals of the program 

• Work internally and with legislative committees to identify a limited 
number of key measures for external reporting   

• Ensure that measures include benchmarks which will provide context for 
the actual results achieved 

• Ensure that measures include explanations, especially for results that 
vary from the benchmark 

• Use performance information for internal assessments of progress, and 
for management decisions  

______________________________ 
 
2 The Urban Institute, Making Results-Based State Government Work (2001), 80, 90. 
3 Supporting documentation should be maintained for at least four years to be consistent with 

requirements for reporting four years of prior performance information.   
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Appendix A provides examples from Idaho agencies that incorporate important 
elements of useful performance information. 

Most of these steps will require little to no additional agency resources because 
they can be incorporated into the agency’s existing strategic plan and 
performance measurement process.  Resources needed to work with legislators 
and committees will vary by agency, but are expected to be minimal.     

Training Could Increase the Use of Performance 
Information 

Both agencies and legislators could benefit from training on the development 
and use of performance information.  The Urban Institute suggests that formal 
training is often needed for agencies and legislators to successfully carry out a 
performance measurement process.4  The National Conference of State 
Legislatures (NCSL) also recommends training for the executive branch 
agencies responsible for producing the information, as well as for legislators 
using the information.5   They suggest training would help legislators effectively 
use agency performance information for legislative hearings and appropriation 
and policy decisions, as well as to improve communication with constituents. 

Because training needs differ, agencies and legislators should receive separate 
training.  The Division of Financial Management could take the lead in 
coordinating training for agency personnel.  Training for all agencies will help 
improve consistency of the information reported.  Legislative staff could 
provide, with the help of consultants if necessary, training for legislators. 

Recommendations 

This is the first time anyone has done a formal assessment of Idaho’s strategic 
planning and performance measurement process since the legislation was passed 
ten years ago.  The Urban Institute indicates that strategic planning and 
performance efforts are “still in [the] early stages in most states and [are] 
continually evolving in all states.”6   

Based on the elements needed to make Idaho’s strategic planning and 
performance measurement process valuable, we offer five recommendations.  
The recommendations will strengthen oversight of strategic planning and 
performance measurement by formalizing the role of the Legislature in the 
process, and by assigning an independent entity responsibility for reviewing the 

______________________________ 
 
4 The Urban Institute, Making Results-Based State Government Work (2001), 78–79. 
5 National Conference of State Legislatures, Legislating for Results, xi (2003), 4-1–4-3. 
6 The Urban Institute, Making Results-Based State Government Work (2001), 2. 
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quality and usefulness of the data.  The recommendations will also allow the 
process to better meet legislative intent, and will maximize agencies’ current 
investment in the process.  

The implementation of these recommendations could be part of the overall 
process illustrated in Exhibit 3.1.   

1. The Legislature should consider requiring agencies to adhere to the 
following practices when developing the performance information: 

a. Report a limited number of key measures (5 to 10) of agency 
performance, with more measures granted at the discretion of the 
germane committee chairs for large or complex agencies 

b. Identify benchmarks for comparison with actual performance 
results, and provide brief explanations for any variances from 
intended results 

c. Attest to the accuracy of the data, and maintain documentation 
supporting the reported information 

2. The Legislature should consider revising the statutes to establish a formal 
mechanism for germane committees to invite related agencies to present 
long-term goals and key performance measures to the committee.   Such 
presentations could take place at a joint meeting of the Senate and House 
germane committees, and could occur either at the beginning of 
legislative session or in interim committee meetings.  This process 
should: 

a. Be based on the written report of agency annual key performance 
measures that is submitted to the Division of Financial 
Management and legislative Budget and Policy Analysis  

b. Include the opportunity for agencies and legislators to discuss the 
usefulness and adequacy of performance information and decide 
if changes are necessary 

c. Require agencies to provide basic program information such as 
statutory authority, revenues, expenditures, and caseloads or 
service levels, in addition to information reflecting agency 
progress toward achieving program goals   

d. Ensure the performance information for all agencies is formally 
communicated to legislative Budget and Policy Analysis staff and 
the Joint Finance Appropriations Committee for their use in 
budget decisions 

3. The Legislature should consider authorizing legislative staff to develop, 
with assistance from outside consultants if necessary, training for 
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legislators on the use of strategic planning and performance measurement 
information. 

4. The Legislature should consider authorizing the Division of Financial 
Management to coordinate statewide training for agency personnel on the 
development, use, and reporting of strategic planning and performance 
measurement information. 

5. The Legislature may wish to consider investing additional resources to 
enable legislative staff to conduct reviews to assess the accuracy, 
adequacy, and relevance of the reported performance information.  The 
results of such reviews would be communicated to respective germane 
committees and the Joint Finance Appropriations Committee, and would 
also provide feedback to the agencies.   

Fiscal Impact of the Recommendations Varies 

The extent and type of the resources needed to implement the recommendations 
can vary.  Exhibit 3.1 gives a general idea of the fiscal impact associated with 
the five recommendations.  The recommendation in Section I of the exhibit 
requires little or no additional resources because it largely represents minor 
changes to improve the current strategic planning and performance measurement 
process. 

The recommendations in Section II increase the time agencies spend reporting to 
the germane committees.  This time should be coordinated with germane 
committee schedules so as not to increase the days of the legislative session.  In 
some cases, germane committee requests for new performance measures may 
cause agencies to incur additional costs.  The costs will depend on how difficult 
it is to collect data required for each new measure.  Also, the training costs 
mentioned in Section II will vary depending on the extent and type of training 
provided. 

Using legislative staff to oversee and review agency plans and performance 
measures, as suggested in Section III, will result in increased workloads for these 
staff.   Based upon the level and extent of review desired, additional fiscal 
resources would be needed for personnel.   

Recommended Implementation Timelines 

Any changes to statutes can be made during the 2005 legislative session so that 
agencies are able to make their first report to germane committees in the 2006 
session.  In order for Budget and Policy Analysis to include performance 
information in its budget book for the Joint Finance Appropriations Committee, 
agencies should continue to submit the information by September 1 each year as 
currently required.  However, to give agencies adequate time to make any 
necessary changes, the 2005 deadline should be extended to November 1. 
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Appendix A 
Performance Measurement Terms 
and Examples 
This section provides definitions of basic terms that are commonly used in 
discussing performance measurement.  It should be noted, however, that not 
everyone uses these terms in the same way.  For further information on how to 
develop appropriate goals, objectives, and performance measures, see resources 
in Appendix B. 

Strategic Plan 

A written document that describes an agency’s long-term (usually 4 years) 
strategy, including actions the agency will take to fulfill its goals and objectives 
toward meeting its statutory mission and responsibilities.  Idaho Code § 67-1902 
requires state agencies to develop strategic plans and to link performance 
measures to the strategic plan. 

Goal 

A planning element that describes the broad condition, state, or outcome an 
agency or program is trying to achieve.  Typically, goals are long-term and may 
take multiple actions to achieve.  For example, one of the Historical Society’s 
goals is to “[support] programs offering public information and education.” 

Objective 

A planning element that describes a specific condition, state, or outcome that an 
agency or program is trying to achieve as a step toward fulfilling its goal.  
Typically objectives are short-term and realistically within the control of the 
agency.  For example, one of the Historical Society’s objectives is to “improve 
access to the . . . cultural [library] holdings and information.” 

Benchmark 

The agency’s intended target result for a particular performance measure.  
Benchmark values are compared with the actual result obtained to determine 
agency progress in meeting its goals.  For example, 80% response rate is the 
benchmark in the Idaho State Police performance measure, “an officer responds 
to 80% of motorist calls for assistance safely and within 30 minutes.” 
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Performance Measure 

A quantifiable indicator of an agency’s or program’s progress toward achieving 
its goals, sometimes referred to as a “performance indicator.”  The actual results 
are usually reported as a numeric value or percentage.  Typically, performance 
measures are described as input, output, or outcome measures.   

• Input Measure – An indicator of the amount of resources, either financial 
or personnel, that have been used for a specific service or program.  
Examples include a program’s actual budget or the number of employees. 

• Output Measure – A measure of the amount of service or product 
provided by a program, which may include an indication of the quality of 
service provided.  Examples include the types and numbers of clients 
served, the number of ground water sites tested, or the percent of permits 
processed on time. 

• Outcome Measure – An indicator of an agency’s or program’s progress 
toward achieving its goals.  Depending on the goal, an agency could have 
short-term, intermediate, and long-term outcomes.  Outcome measures 
ideally show the quality and extent of impact of the agency’s actions.  
Examples include test scores in public schools, the percent of offenders 
that return to prison, or the percent change in drug use. 

Performance Information 

A combination of qualitative and quantitative information, including goals, 
objectives, and performance measures, which together describe the performance 
of an agency or program.  Performance information that is useful to 
policymakers and the public contains: 

• Goals and objectives that are easily understood and are clearly related to 
the statutory mission of the agency or program 

• Limited number of key performance measures that best represent the 
actual results of the agency or program in achieving its goals and 
objectives, and allow performance to be consistently measured from year 
to year 

• Benchmarks that provide a context for the performance 

• Units of measure, not just a numerical value 

• Explanation, if necessary, for unexpected performance  
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Goal Enhance the economic security of older Idahoans, particularly those 
who are low income and at-risk 

Objective Sustain high quality of Idaho’s Senior Community Service Employment 
Program (SCSEP) in view of declining resources and increasing 
program and staffing requirements 

Performance 
Measure 

Senior Community Service Employment Program will exceed the 
national employment goal of 20% for placement of low-income seniors 
served 

Actual Result FY2002: 57%  FY2003: 61%        

The following examples of useful performance information are from the 
agencies we reviewed. 

Example 1:  Commission on Aging 

Example 2:  Department of Administration 

Goal Provide responsive, cost effective, and timely support services to 
Idaho’s policymakers and public agencies 

Objective Judiciously manage the utilization, maintenance, and leasing costs of 
state buildings 

Performance 
Measure 

Reduce power usage by 5% annually through FY2003 in the Capitol 
complex and state office buildings 

Actual Result FY2002: 18,256,127 kWh FY2003: 16,060,066 kWha 

Explanation A warmer than normal winter in the Treasure Valley accounted for 
much of the savings; however, overall the 5% power usage reduction 
target was surpassed  

a This is a 12% reduction from FY2002. 
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Appendix B 
Annotated Bibliography 

Resources Specifically Mentioned in the Report 
 
Governmental Accounting Standards Board (GASB), Reporting Performance 
Information:  Suggested Criteria for Effective Communication (2003). 

Discusses the strategic plan and performance measurement process, and 
includes suggestions for preparing agency performance reports to best 
communicate information to legislators and other stakeholders.  

 
Journal of Government Financial Management 51, no. 4 (2002).   

Includes articles on the role of government auditors in improving agency 
accountability and verifying performance measures. 

 
National Conference of State Legislatures (NCSL), Legislating for Results 
(2003).   

Offers suggestions for making the strategic planning and performance 
measurement process more useful based on the review of other states.  
Includes suggestions for legislative requirements and examples for 
legislators on using performance information. 

 
The Urban Institute, Making Results-Based State Government Work (2001).   

Presents recommendations for improving the strategic planning and 
performance measurement process based on information gathered from 
states.  Includes suggestions for improving agency performance measures, 
and for presenting information to legislators. 

 
US Government Accountability Office (GAO), Managing for Results: Views on 
Ensuring the Usefulness of Agency Performance Information to Congress 
(2000). 

Provides insight into the types of information needed by decision makers and 
the best ways to present that information. 

 
Additional Resources 
 
Bernstein, D. J. “Comments on Perrin’s ‘Effective Use and Misuse of 
Performance Measurement,’” American Journal of Evaluation 20, no. 1 (1999): 
85–93.   

One of four articles published in the American Journal of Evaluation in 1998 
and 1999.  An exchange of ideas on the use and limitations of performance 
measurement. 



Office of Performance Evaluations 

32 

Governmental Accounting Standards Board (GASB), www.gasb.org or 
www.seagov.org/index.shtml   

Offers resources on performance measurement in the public sector and 
government accountability.  GASB is an independent, professional 
organization dedicated to establishing standards of accounting and financial 
reporting for state and local government. 

 
Governmental Accounting Standards Board (GASB), Service Efforts and 
Accomplishments Reporting: Its Time Has Come, Overview Summary (2002). 

Summarizes several prior reports discussing performance measures for 
specific government agencies, provides suggestions for developing 
performance indicators, and how to report them. 

 
Mayne, J. “Reporting on Outcomes: Setting Performance Expectations and 
Telling Performance Stories,” The Canadian Journal of Program Evaluation 19, 
no. 1 (2004): 31–60.   

Emphasizes the importance of reporting program outcomes and discusses 
approaches to setting performance expectations and telling performance 
stories. 

 
Melkers, J. E., and Willoughby, K. G. “Budgeters’ Views of State Performance-
Budgeting Systems: Distinctions Across Branches,” Public Administration 
Review, 61, no. 1 (2001): 54–64.   

Presents the results of a nationwide survey of legislative and executive 
budget officials on the implementation of performance-based budgeting 
efforts. 

 
Mohan, R. “Understanding Performance Measurement,” NLPES News, no. 83, 
www.ncsl.org/nlpes (Fall 2002).   

Summarizes the main thoughts of a panel discussion—Ask the Experts . . . 
Everything You Wanted to Know about Performance Measurement but Were 
Afraid to Ask—at the 2001 American Evaluation Association conference. 

 
Newcomer, K. E., Jennings, E., Broom, C., and Lomax, A. eds. Meeting the 
Challenges of Performance-Oriented Government (American Society for Public 
Administration 2002).   

An easy-to-follow book on the use of performance measurement in 
government.  Based on the work presented by both academicians and 
practitioners at a symposium, and co-sponsored by the American Society for 
Public Administration’s Center for Accountability and Performance and the 
George Washington University in 2000. 

 
Newcomer, K. E. ed. Using Performance Measurement to Improve Public and 
Nonprofit Programs, New Directions for Evaluation, no. 75 (Jossey-Bass 1997). 

A one-stop guide to understanding, developing, and using performance 
measurement to improve accountability and management of government and 
non-profit programs. 
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Perrin, B. “Effective Use and Misuse of Performance Measurement,” American 
Journal of Evaluation 19, no. 3 (1998): 367–379.   

The first of four articles published in the American Journal of Evaluation in 
1998 and 1999.  An exchange of ideas on the use and limitations of 
performance measurement. 

 
Perrin, B. “Performance Measurement: Does the Reality Match the Rhetoric?  A 
Rejoinder to Bernstein and Winston,” American Journal of Evaluation 20, no. 1 
(1999): 101–111.   

The last of four articles published in the American Journal of Evaluation in 
1998 and 1999.  An exchange of ideas on the use and limitations of 
performance measurement. 

 
Poister, T. H. “Performance Monitoring,” Handbook of Practical Program 
Evaluation, eds. J. S. Wholey, H. Hatry, and K. Newcomer. (Jossey-Bass 2004).   

An in-depth discussion on performance measurement, including the scope 
and purpose of performance monitoring and the types of measures used in 
the public sector. 

 
US Government Accountability Office (GAO), Performance Budgeting, OMB’s 
Performance Rating Tool Presents Opportunities and Challenges for Evaluating 
Program Performance (2004).   

GAO testimony to Congress about implementing a measuring tool to 
evaluate agency performance.   

 
US Government Accountability Office (GAO), Results-Oriented Government, 
GPRA Has Established a Solid Foundation for Achieving Greater Results 
(2004). 

Discusses challenges encountered in implementing the federal planning and 
performance measurement process. 

 
Wholey, J. S. “Performance-Based Management: Responding to the 
Challenges,” Public Productivity & Management Review 22, no. 3 (1999):  
288–307.   

Tips, including a list of topics for training, for policymakers and program 
managers on how to respond to challenges when implementing performance-
based management. 

 
Winston, J. A. “Performance Indicators—Promises Unmet: A Response to 
Perrin,” American Journal of Evaluation 20, no. 1 (1999): 95–99.   

One of four articles published in the American Journal of Evaluation in 1998 
and 1999.  An exchange of ideas on the use and limitations of performance 
measurement. 
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Responses to the Evaluation 
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OPE’s Response to Agency 
Comments 

We appreciate the efforts of everyone who reviewed the report and provided 
feedback.  We are providing comments that offer clarity and perspective to the 
responses from two agencies.   
 

Idaho State Police 
 
1. Agency Statement:  “It is not necessary to add yet another somewhat 

burdensome element to the well-designed process described in Idaho 
Code sections 67-1901 through 67-1903.” 

 
OPE Comment:  Although the agency may find the current strategic 
planning and performance measurement process “well-designed,” input 
we have received from legislators, legislative staff, and some state 
agencies indicates otherwise.  As we discuss in Chapter 2, these 
stakeholders do not often use the performance information for the 
purposes outlined in the legislation.   

 
2. Agency Statement:  “The report indicates that less than half (43%) of 

legislators surveyed felt the need to respond regarding the value and 
usefulness of the current performance reporting process. . . Additionally, 
some number less than 17 of Idaho’s legislators are ‘familiar with the 
report’ [Governor’s Performance Report]. . . Given the small number of 
legislators concerned, we propose an alternative recommendation based 
in the current processes of communication between state agencies and the 
legislative body.” 

 
OPE Comment:  While we did not receive input from all 105 legislators, 
we disagree with the agency’s reasoning that only a “small number of 
legislators” are concerned about the process.  

a. The percentage of legislators responding is not an accurate 
indicator for gauging their interest in the strategic planning and 
performance measurement process.  The survey response rates 
can be impacted by other factors.   

b. The agency’s statement that less than 17 of Idaho’s legislators are 
familiar with the report is inaccurate.  As reported on page 5, we 
spoke with 17 legislators (which included germane committee 
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chairs, joint committee co-chairs, and members of Legislative 
Leadership).  The discussion on pages 9–10 addresses input of 
these 17 legislators, and does not make any claims about the total 
number of legislators familiar with the Governor’s Performance 
Report.   

c. We believe the strategic planning and performance measurement 
process is of greater concern than the agency implies.  The 
evaluation topic was selected by the Joint Legislative Oversight 
Committee, and was supported by other legislators and legislative 
Budget and Policy Analysis.   

 
3. Agency Statement: “The ISP suggests that a process similar to the 

administrative rules process be followed to provide the relevant 
information to interested legislators . . . [W]e believe there are more 
workable, less confining measures to enhance dialogue than the formal 
committee presentation recommended in the report.” 

  
OPE Comment:  We do not think that the agency’s alternative offers 
enough of an enhancement to the current process.  Specifically, the 
suggestion does not ensure legislative involvement or establish a formal 
process for dialogue between the agency and the legislature.  As a result, 
the information may continue to be of limited value and not be used as 
legislation intended.   

 
Department of Health and Welfare 
 

1. Agency Statement:  “The Department found the study to be interesting 
and for the most part, agrees with many of the suggested improvements.  
However, we are concerned with the representation that ‘most of the 
steps will require little to no additional agency resources…’” 
 
OPE Comment:  Despite the department’s concern regarding resources 
needed for the steps outlined on page 21, many of these steps are already 
required in statute and should be easily integrated into the agency’s 
current processes.  On page 24, however, we do recognize that requests 
for new performance measures could result in increased costs for 
agencies depending on the nature and complexity involved in collecting 
data.    

 



Office of Performance Evaluations Reports Completed 2001–Present 
 
 
 
 
Pub. # 

 
Report Title Date Released

01-01 Inmate Collect Call Rates and Telephone Access:  Opportunities to 
Address High Phone Rates 

January 2001

01-02 Idaho Department of Fish and Game:  Opportunities Exist to Improve 
Lands Program and Strengthen Public Participation Efforts 

January 2001

01-03 Improvements in Data Management Needed at the Commission of 
Pardons and Parole:  Collaboration With the Department of Correction 
Could Significantly Advance Efforts 

May 2001

01-04 The State Board of Medicine:  A Review of Complaint Investigation and 
Adjudication 

June 2001

01-05 A Review of the Public Works Contractor Licensing Function in Idaho November 2001
01-06 A Descriptive Summary of State Agency Fees November 2001
02-01 The Department of Environmental Quality:  Timeliness and Funding of 

Air Quality Permitting Programs 
June 2002

02-02 Management of State Agency Passenger Vehicles:  A Follow-up 
Review 

November 2002

02-03 A Review of the Idaho Child Care Program November 2002
03-01HHW Return of Unused Medications from Assisted Living Facilities January 2003
03-01F Agency Response to Management of State Agency Passenger 

Vehicles:  A Follow-up Review 
February 2003

03-01 Programs for Incarcerated Mothers February 2003
03-02F The Department of Environmental Quality:  Timeliness and Funding of 

Air Quality Permitting Program 
February 2003

03-03F Data Management at the Commission of Pardons and Parole and the 
Department of Correction 

February 2003

03-02 Overview of School District Revenues and Expenditures April 2003
04-01 Higher Education Residency Requirements January 2004
04-02 Fiscal Accountability of Pupil Transportation January 2004
04-03 School District Administration and Oversight January 2004
04-01F Management of State Agency Passenger Vehicles January 2004
04-02F Public Works Contractor Licensing Function March 2004
04-03F Timeliness and Funding of Air Quality Permitting Programs June 2004
04-04F Idaho Child Care Program June 2004
04-05F Idaho’s Medicaid Program June 2004
04-04 Strategic Planning and Performance Measurement December 2004
 
 

Evaluation reports may be obtained free of charge from the 
Office of Performance Evaluations  •  P.O. Box 83720  •  Boise, ID 83720-0055  

Phone:  (208) 334-3880  •  Fax:  (208) 334-3871 
or visit our web site at www.idaho.gov/ope/ 

 
 
 

Desktop Published by Margaret Campbell 




